
35431Federal Register / Vol. 66, No. 129 / Thursday, July 5, 2001 / Notices

Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling
Systems, Fourth R&O.

Form No.: N/A.
Estimated Annual Burden: 32,000

burden hours annually, 2 hours per
response; 16,000 responses.

Description: The information
submitted in the quarterly reports will
be used by the Commission to keep
track of the carriers’ progress in
complying with E911 TTY requirements
and also to monitor the progress
technology is making towards
compatibility with TTY devices.
Federal Communications Commission.
Magalie Roman Salas,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 01–16791 Filed 7–3–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712–01–P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[CC Docket No. 92–237; DA 01–1551]

Next Meeting of the North American
Numbering Council

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: On June 29, 2001, the
Commission released a public notice
announcing the July 17–18, 2001,
meeting and agenda of the North
American Numbering Council (NANC).
The intended effect of this action is to
make the public aware of the NANC’s
next meeting and its agenda.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Deborah Blue, Special Assistant to the
Designated Federal Officer (DFO) at
(202) 418–2320 or dblue@fcc.gov. The
address is: Network Services Division,
Common Carrier Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission, The
Portals II, 445 12th Street, SW, Suite
6A207, Washington, DC 20554. The fax
number is: (202) 418–2345. The TTY
number is: (202) 418–0484.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Released:
June 29, 2001.

The North American Numbering
Council (NANC) has scheduled a
meeting to be held Tuesday, July 17,
2001, from 8:30 a.m. until 5:00 p.m.,
and on Wednesday, July 18, 2001, from
8:30 a.m., until 12:00 noon (if required).
The meeting will be held at the Federal
Communications Commission, Portals
II, 445 12th Street, SW, Room TW–C305,
Washington, DC.

This meeting is open to members of
the general public. The FCC will
attempt to accommodate as many
participants as possible. The public may
submit written statements to the NANC,

which must be received two business
days before the meeting. In addition,
oral statements at the meeting by parties
or entities not represented on the NANC
will be permitted to the extent time
permits. Such statements will be limited
to five minutes in length by any one
party or entity, and requests to make an
oral statement must be received two
business days before the meeting.
Requests to make an oral statement or
provide written comments to the NANC
should be sent to Deborah Blue at the
address under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT, stated above.

Proposed Agenda

1. Announcements and Recent News
2. Approve Minutes

—Meeting of June 18–19, 2001
3. Report of North American Numbering

Plan Administrator (NANPA)
—Final exhaust projection

assumptions
—Status of 500/900 NXX code

assignments
—Further discussion re: ‘‘orphaned’’

number blocks
4. Presentation by National Thousands-

Block Pooling Administrator
5. Report of NANPA Oversight Working

Group
6. Report of Numbering Resource

Optimization Working Group
—Complete NANP Exhaust

Assumption 6 (impact of CMRS
pooling)

7. Report of NANP Expansion/
Optimization IMG

8. Status of Industry Numbering
Committee activities

—Revised guidelines for reclaiming
555 numbers

9. Report of the Local Number
Portability Administration (LNPA)
Working Group

10. Report of NAPM LLC
11. Report from NBANC
12. Report of Cost Recovery Working

Group
13. Steering Committee

—Table of NANC Projects
14. Report of Steering Committee
15. Action Items
16. Public Participation (5 minutes

each)
17. Other Business
Adjourn (5:00 p.m.)

Wednesday, July 18 (If Required)

NANC will reconvene at 8:30 a.m. to
complete any business not completed
on July 17; adjournment will be no later
than 12:00 Noon.

Next Meeting: September 11–12,
2001.

Federal Communications Commission.
Diane Griffin Harmon,
Acting Chief, Network Services Division,
Common Carrier Bureau.
[FR Doc. 01–16797 Filed 7–3–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712–01–P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[CS Docket No. 01–129, FCC 01–191]

Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the
Delivery of Video Programming

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Commission is required
to report annually to Congress on the
status of competition in markets for the
delivery of video programming. This
document solicits information from the
public for use in preparing the
competition report that is to be
submitted to Congress in December
2001. The document will provide
parties with an opportunity to submit
comments and information to be used in
conjunction with publicly available
information and filings submitted in
relevant Commission proceedings to
assess the extent of competition in the
market for the delivery of video
programming.

DATES: Comments are due on or before
August 3, 2001, and reply comments are
due on or before September 5, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Office of the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission,
445 12th Street, SW., Washington, DC
20554.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marcia Glauberman, Cable Services
Bureau, (202) 418–7200, TTY (202) 418–
7172 or via Internet at
mglauber@fcc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
synopsis of the Commission’s Notice of
Inquiry in CS Docket No. 01–129, FCC
01–191, adopted June 20, 2001, and
released June 25, 2001. The complete
text of this Notice is available for
inspection and copying during normal
business hours in the FCC Reference
Center (Room CY–A257) at its
headquarters, 445 12th Street, SW,
Washington, DC 20554, and may be
purchased from the Commission’s copy
contractor, International Transcription
Service, (202) 857–3800, 1231 20th
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036, or
may be viewed via Internet at http://
www.fcc.gov/csb/.
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Synopsis of Notice of Inquiry

1. Section 628(g) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, directs the Commission to
report annually to Congress on the
status of competition in the market for
the delivery of video programming. This
Notice of Inquiry (‘‘Notice’’) solicits data
and information on the status of
competition in the market for the
delivery of video programming for our
eighth annual report (‘‘2001 Report’’).
The Commission will report on the
current state of competition and report
on changes in the competitive
environment since our 2000 Report.

2. We seek information, comment and
analyses that will allow us to compare
video delivery technologies and to
evaluate the status of competition in the
video marketplace, prospects for new
entrants to that market, and its effect on
the cable television industry and
consumers. The accuracy and the
usefulness of the 2001 Report are
directly related to the information we
receive from commenters. To the extent
feasible, we request data as of June 30,
2001, to facilitate our analysis of
competitive trends over time. Comments
submitted in this proceeding will be
augmented with information from
publicly available sources.

Competition in the Market for the
Delivery of Video Programming

3. Video distributors using both wired
and wireless technologies serve the
market for the delivery of video
programming. Video programming
distributors include cable systems,
direct broadcast satellite (‘‘DBS’’)
service, home satellite dish (‘‘HSD’’)
service, private cable or satellite master
antenna television (‘‘SMATV’’) systems,
open video systems (‘‘OVS’’),
multichannel multipoint distribution
service (‘‘MMDS’’), and over-the-air
broadcast television service.

4. Congress and the Commission have
sought to eliminate barriers to
competitive entry and establish market
conditions that promote competition to
foster more and better options for
consumers at reasonable prices. The
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (‘‘1996
Act’’) extended the pro-competitive
provisions of the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1992 (‘‘1992 Act’’) and
established a ‘‘pro-competitive de-
regulatory national policy framework’’
for the telecommunications industry.
For this year’s report, we seek comment
and information on the extent to which
changes in the Communications Act and
the Commission’s rules have
encouraged new competitors in the

market for the delivery of video
programming. We also seek comment on
any remaining, or impending, statutory
or regulatory barriers to new entrants in
the video market.

5. One goal of the 1992 and 1996 Acts
is to promote competitive choices for
consumers. To what extent do
consumers have multiple options for
video programming services? We seek
data regarding areas where head-to-head
competition exists between cable and
other video programming distributors,
or among various types of video
programming distributors. As in
previous Reports, we request
information for case studies on the
effects of competition in local markets
where consumers have a choice among
video programming distributors.

6. For consumers to have access to
competitive alternatives for video
services, video programming
distributors must have access to
programming and other services as well
as the facilities needed to distribute
these services. We seek information
regarding video programming
distributors’ ability to acquire or license
programming. We also note that the
prohibition on exclusive contracts in the
program access rules ceases to be
effective on October 5, 2002, unless the
Commission finds that the prohibition
continues to be necessary. We seek
suggestions on the methods we should
use to evaluate whether this provision
of the program access rules is still
needed.

7. We also recognize that new service
offerings (e.g., data access, telephony,
video-on-demand, interactive television)
and new ways of offering service (e.g.,
personal video recorders, streaming
video) are being deployed by a number
of different video delivery technologies.
Are there economic, technical or
regulatory factors influencing the ability
of providers to include these services
along with more video programming?
We also request comment on whether
the ability to offer advanced services
(e.g., telephony, data access) affects
competition in the video marketplace?

8. Video programming distributors
must be able to deliver their services to
consumers. In this regard, we seek
comment and information regarding the
ability of video programming
distributors to have access to rights-of-
way, pole attachments, conduits, and
ducts for the delivery of their services
to consumers. We also seek to update
our information on video delivery
competition for and within multiple
dwelling units (‘‘MDUs’’), which we
consider a separate submarket.

9. As in previous Reports, we seek
factual information and statistical data

about the current status of each type of
video programming distributor and any
changes that have occurred during the
past year. For each video programming
distribution technology, we seek
information on: (1) The number of
homes passed by wired technologies; (2)
the number of homes capable of
receiving service by wireless
technologies; (3) the number of video
distribution firms in a given industry;
(4) the number of subscribers and
penetration rates; (5) channel capacities
and the number, type, and identity of
video programming channels offered; (6)
prices charged for the various
programming packages offered; and (7)
industry and firm financial information,
such as revenues, in the aggregate and
by source (e.g., programming,
advertising), cash flow, and
expenditures. Finally, we invite
comment on a variety of issues
associated with specific segments of the
video programming distribution
industry as well as any other relevant
comments.

10. Cable Television. We seek to
update and refine our report on the
performance of the cable television
industry. We invite comment and
request data on cable television’s
financial performance, capital
acquisition and disposition, system
transactions, rates, channel capacity,
programming costs, subscribership,
viewership, and new service offerings.

11. Section 612(g) of the
Communications Act provides that at
such time as cable systems with 36 or
more activated channels are available to
70 percent of households within the
U.S. and are subscribed to by 70 percent
of those households, the Commission
may promulgate any additional rules
necessary to provide diversity of
information sources. In the 2000 Report,
we found that both benchmarks had not
been met. Have there been any
developments in the last year that
would change this determination? With
respect to channel capacity, we request
data on the distribution of cable systems
and cable subscribers classified by
channel capacity. We also seek
information on the extent to which
cable operators currently are using all
their required set-aside channels for the
carriage of local broadcast signals,
pursuant to sections 614 and 615 of the
Communications Act. We further note
that, under 47 CFR 76.921, the
exception to the ‘‘buy through
prohibition’’ expires on October 5, 2002.
Are there cable systems that will not
meet the October 2002 deadline for the
capability to allow ‘‘buy-through’?

12. We seek information on mergers,
acquisitions, consolidations, swaps and
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trades, cross-ownership, and other
structural development that affect the
delivery of video programming. For the
past several years, cable operators have
engaged in a strategy of buying and/or
swapping cable systems to create
regional clusters cable systems. We
request comment on the practice of
clustering and its effect on competition
in the video programming distribution
market. We also are interested in
learning whether noncable video
programming distributors (e.g., MMDS,
SMATV) cluster their systems.

13. We further seek comment on
whether cable operators are changing
the way they package programming. To
what extent are cable operators offering
smaller basic tiers (i.e., ‘‘lifeline’’ tiers)
or shifting programming from the basic
service tier (‘‘BST’’) to cable
programming service tier (‘‘CPST’’) or
from these tiers to digital tiers? To what
extent are operators shifting services to
create uniform program offerings across
their regional or clustered systems?

14. Direct-to-Home Satellite Services.
We seek updated information about
direct-to-home (‘‘DTH’’) satellite
services, which includes direct
broadcast satellite (‘‘DBS’’) and home
satellite dish (‘‘HSD’’ or ‘‘C-Band’’)
services. Previous Reports have noted
the continued growth of DBS
subscribership and the increased
proportion of video programming
subscribers choosing alternatives to
cable television. We also observed a
decline in the number of HSD
subscribers. Are these trends
continuing? Are there identifiable
differences between consumers who
choose to subscribe to DBS rather than
cable or another video programming
distributor? We request data that will
allow us to compare DBS and cable rates
for programming packages and
equipment.

15. Some of the increase in DBS’s
share of multichannel video
programming distributor (‘‘MVPD’’)
subscribers has been attributed to the
carriage of local broadcast stations
(‘‘local-into-local service’’) by DBS
operators, pursuant to the Satellite
Home Viewer Improvement Act of 1999
(‘‘SHVIA’’). We request updated
information on the number of markets
where local-into-local service is offered
and the percent of DBS subscribers
opting for such packages.

16. Broadcast Television. We seek
information on the role of broadcast
television in market for the delivery of
video programming. We request
information regarding the extent to
which broadcast television competes as
a distribution medium with
multichannel video programmers for

audiences and for advertising revenue.
We seek information on the number and
percentage of households that rely on
over-the-air broadcast television
reception for some or all the television
sets in their homes.

17. Broadcasters are in the process of
rolling out digital television (‘‘DTV’’).
We request comment on the role of DTV
in the market for the delivery of video
programming. We request information
regarding the amount and type of DTV
programming currently being offered.
We also seek information on the sales of
DTV consumer equipment and factors
affecting consumer adoption of DTV
equipment. Further, in conjunction with
the on-going consideration of issues
relating to the carriage of DTV stations
by cable operators, we seek information
and comment on DTV carriage
agreements between broadcasters and
cable operators.

18. Wireless Cable. In the 2000
Report, we reported an almost 15
percent decline in MMDS video
subscribers, a trend that has continued
from previous years. We observed that
the MMDS industry provides
competition to the cable industry for
MVPD service only in limited areas and
that the industry is transitioning from
offering video programming to offering
data service. What effect will this
transition have on the status of MMDS
as a competitor in the market for the
delivery of video programming and
consumer choice?

19. Satellite Master Antenna Systems.
Video distribution facilities that use
closed transmission paths without using
any public right-of-way, known as
SMATV or private cable systems,
primarily serve MDUs, such as
apartment buildings. The 2000 Report
noted that SMATV subscribership has
remained relatively unchanged in recent
years, but we recognized that our
estimate of SMATV subscribership may
be inexact since the SMATV industry
consists of hundreds of small and
medium size firms. To provide the most
accurate and reliable estimate of
SMATV subscribership, we request data
for SMATV markets, including
subscribership levels, service areas, the
identities of the largest operators, types
of services offered, and the price
charged for those services.

20. Open Video Systems. We request
data on the status of open video
systems, including the number of homes
passed, the number of subscribers, the
types of services offered, the packaging
of services, and the cost of services. To
what extent are open video systems
joint ventures between video service
providers and other entities (e.g., utility
companies, Internet service providers)?

An OVS operator must make channel
capacity available for use by unaffiliated
programmers. We solicit information on
unaffiliated programmers seeking
carriage on open video systems and the
number and types of such programming.
Under the City of Dallas, Texas v. FCC
decision, local governments have the
ability to impose franchise requirements
on OVS operators. What effect has this
decision had on the growth of OVS?

21. Local Exchange Carriers and
Utilities. For the 2001 Report, we
request information regarding LECs,
long distance telephone companies, and
utility companies that provide video
services. In the 2000 Report, we found
that the rate of entry by LECs appeared
to be slowing even by the most
aggressive telephone companies, and
several LECs have reduced or
eliminated their MVPD efforts. With
respect to LECs, we request information
about the current status of their
activities and any changes that have
occurred since the 2000 Report.

22. Broadband Providers. In previous
Reports, in the context of overbuilding,
we mentioned several broadband
providers, which are newer firms that
are building state-of-the-art facilities-
based networks to provide video, voice
and data services over a single network.
We note that some broadband providers
offer video services as franchised cable
operators and some have obtained OVS
certification. We seek information
regarding broadband providers,
including data on the geographic
locations of such systems, and whether
they operate as franchised cable systems
or some other model. We also ask for
information regarding the number of
homes passed, the number of
subscribers, video service packages
offered, non-video service offerings in
combination with video services, and
the rates charged for the various
packages. What are the technical,
economic and regulatory obstacles to
the successful operation of systems of
this type?

23. Home Video Sales and Rentals.
The Commission has considered home
video sales and rentals as part of the
video marketplace because they offer
services similar to premium and pay-
per-view programming services. The
home video marketplace includes
videocassettes, DVDs, laser discs, and
personal video recorders (‘‘PVRs’’). For
the 2001 Report, we seek information
and updated statistics regarding the
home video sales and rental market.

Convergence of Services and
Technologies

24. Convergence of Service Offerings.
The 1996 Act removed barriers to LEC
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entry into the video marketplace in
order to facilitate competition between
incumbent cable operators and
telephone companies. In the 2000
Report, as in previous years, we found
that the expected technological
convergence between telephone and
cable companies had not yet occurred.
However, we observed that the most
significant convergence of service
offerings has been the pairing of Internet
service with video services by a wide
range of companies throughout the
communications industries. We request
information on the current state of high-
speed data offerings by each delivery
technology and comparable statistics on
the availability of such service, the cost
of such service, the number of homes to
which the service is available, and the
number of subscribers of these services.
What effect, if any, does the provision
of these ancillary services have on
competition in the video marketplace?

25. Convergence of Television and the
Internet. A number of recent
developments point to the convergence
of television and the Internet. In recent
Reports, we addressed Internet video,
i.e., real-time and downloadable video
accessible over the Internet. We seek
comment as to if, and when, Internet
video will become a viable competitor
in the market for the delivery of video
programming. We also solicit
information on the technological, legal,
and competitive factors that may
promote or impede the provision of
video over the Internet.

26. In the 2000 Report, we observed
that interactive television (‘‘ITV’’)
services were beginning to be offered
through cable, satellite, and terrestrial
technologies. ITV combines television
with many of the functions of the
personal computer (‘‘PC’’). We seek
comment on the development and
deployment of these services,
specifically the types of services being
offered and the technologies used to
provide them to consumers. We also
seek information on electronic program
guides (‘‘EPGs’’), which are sometimes
considered an ITV service.

Programming Issues
27. For the 2001 Report, we seek

information that will allow us to update
our information on existing and planned
national and local/regional
programming services and to assess the
extent to which video programming
services are affiliated with cable
multiple system operators (‘‘MSOs’’).
We also request data on the extent to
which there are programming networks
affiliated with noncable video
programming distributors and whether
such programming networks are

available to competitors, including cable
operators. We request comment on
whether there are certain programming
services (i.e., ‘‘marquee’’ program
services) or types of services (e.g.,
movie, sports, or news channels)
without which competitive video
service providers may find themselves
unable to effectively compete. We
further seek information and comment
regarding public, educational, and
governmental (‘‘PEG’’) access and leased
access channels.

28. In the 2001 Report, we will
continue to report on the effectiveness
of our program access, program carriage
and channel occupancy rules that
govern the relationships between cable
operators and programming providers.
In particular, we seek information on
cases of video programming distributors
being denied programming when a
satellite-delivered service becomes
terrestrially-delivered, or being denied
programming by non-vertically
integrated programmers?

Technical Advances

29. Cable operators and other video
programming distributors continue to
develop and deploy advanced
technologies, especially digital
compression techniques, to increase
their capacities and to enhance the
capabilities of their transmission
systems. We request information on the
various aspects of these technical
advances, including information on
investments in facilities and equipment
upgrades by cable and other MVPDs. As
digital services and other new
technologies are deployed by video
programming distributors, changes in
consumer premises equipment design,
function, and availability may affect
consumer choice and competition
between firms in the video
programming market. We solicit
updated information on the
developments regarding consumer
equipment.

Procedural Matters

Ex Parte

30. There are no ex parte or disclosure
requirements applicable to this
proceeding pursuant to 47 CFR
1.1204(b)(1).

Filing of Comments and Reply
Comments

31. Pursuant to applicable procedures
set forth in §§ 1.415 and 1.419 of the
Commission’s Rules, interested parties
may file comments on or before August
3, 2001, and reply comments on or
before September 5, 2001. Comments
may be filed using the Commission’s

Electronic Comment Filing System
(ECFS) or by filing paper copies.

32. Comments filed through the ECFS
can be sent as an electronic file via the
Internet to http://www.fcc.gov/e-file/
ecfs.html. Generally, only one copy of
an electronic submission must be filed.
If multiple docket or rulemaking
numbers appear in the caption of this
proceeding, however, commenters must
transmit one electronic copy of the
comments to each docket or rulemaking
number referenced in the caption. In
completing the transmittal screen,
commenters should include their full
name, Postal Service mailing address,
and the applicable docket or rulemaking
number. Parties may also submit an
electronic comment by Internet e-mail.
To get filing instructions for e-mail
comments, commenters should send an
e-mail to ecfs@fcc.gov, and should
include the following words in the body
of the message, ‘‘get form <your e-mail
address.’’ A sample form and directions
will be sent in reply.

33. Parties who choose to file by
paper must file an original and four
copies of each filing. If more than one
docket or rulemaking number appears in
the caption of this proceeding
commenters must submit two additional
copies for each additional docket or
rulemaking number. All filings must be
sent to the Commission’s Secretary,
Magalie Roman Salas, Office of the
Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, 445 12th Street, SW.,
Room TW–A325, Washington, DC
20554. The Cable Services Bureau
contact for this proceeding is Marcia
Glauberman at (202) 418–7046, TTY
(202) 418–7172, or at mglauber@fcc.gov.

34. Parties who choose to file by
paper should also submit their
comments on diskette. Parties should
submit diskettes to Marcia Glauberman,
Cable Services Bureau, 445 12th Street
SW., Room 3–A738, Washington, DC
20554. Such a submission should be on
a 3.5-inch diskette formatted in an IBM
compatible form using MS DOS 5.0 and
Microsoft Word, or compatible software.
The diskette should be accompanied by
a cover letter and should be submitted
in ‘‘read only’’ mode. The diskette
should be clearly labeled with the
party’s name, proceeding (including the
lead docket number in this case [CS
Docket No. 00–129]), type of pleading
(comments or reply comments), date of
submission, and the name of the
electronic file on the diskette. The label
should also include the following
phrase ‘‘Disk Copy—Not an Original.’’
Each diskette should contain only one
party’s pleadings, referable in a single
electronic file. In addition, commenters
must send diskette copies to the
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Commission’s copy contractor,
International Transcription Service,
1231 20th Street, NW., Washington, DC
20036.

Ordering Clause

35. This Notice is issued pursuant to
authority contained in Sections 4(i), 4(j),
403, and 628(g) of the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended.
Federal Communications Commission.
Magalie Roman Salas,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 01–16792 Filed 7–3–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712–01–U

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Notice of Agreement(s) Filed

The Commission hereby gives notice
of the filing of the following
agreement(s) under the Shipping Act of
1984. Interested parties can review or
obtain copies of agreements at the
Washington, DC offices of the
Commission, 800 North Capitol Street,
NW., Room 940. Interested parties may
submit comments on an agreement to
the Secretary, Federal Maritime
Commission, Washington, DC 20573,
within 10 days of the date this notice
appears in the Federal Register.

Agreement No.: 011700–003.
Title: Senator/CSAV Slot Charter

Agreement.
Parties: Compania Sud Americana de

Vapores S.A., Norasia Container Lines
Limited, Senator Lines GmbH.

Synopsis: The proposed modification
adds Norasia to the agreement as a
charterer of slots from Senator Lines in
trades between North Europe, the Far
East, Central America, Mexico and U.S.
Atlantic and Pacific Coasts.

Agreement No.: 011736–001.
Title: Sen/CSAV Cross Slot

Charterparty Agreement on AMA/APX.
Parties: Compania Sud Americana de

Vapores S.A., Norasia Container Lines
Limited, Senator Lines GmbH.

Synopsis: The proposed modification
adds Norasia to the agreement as a
charterer of slots from Senator Lines in
trades between South Europe, the Near,
Middle and Far East, and Western
Pacific Islands on the one hand and the
U.S. Atlantic Coast.

Agreement No.: 011770.
Title: NSCSA/Oldendorff Slot

Exchange Agreement.
Parties: National Shipping Company

of Saudi Arabia, Oldendorff Carriers
(Indotrans) Ltd.

Synopsis: The proposed agreement
establishes a vessel-sharing agreement
between the parties in the trade between

U.S. East and Gulf Coast ports and ports
in India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and on the
Arabian Gulf, the Red Sea, and the
Mediterranean Sea. The parties have
requested expedited review.

Agreement No.: 201100–001.
Title: Oakland/Italia Terminal Use

Agreement.
Parties: Port of Oakland, Italia di

Navigazione-Societa per Azione.
Synopsis: The proposed amendment

permits cargo discharged from or loaded
onto Medbulk Maritime Corporation
vessels at the Charles P. Howard
Terminal to be regarded as cargo
discharged or loaded by Italia vessels.
The agreement continues to run through
September 30, 2004.

Agreement No.: 201123.
Title: SSA Terminals (Long Beach)

Cooperative Working Agreement.
Parties: SSA Terminals, LLC, SSA

Pacific Terminals, Inc., Terminal
Investment Limited.

Synopsis: The proposed agreement
provides for the joint ownership of SSA
Terminals (Long Beach), LLC that will
provide container stevedoring, terminal,
and related services on A at the Port of
Long Beach.

Dated: June 29, 2001.
By Order of the Federal Maritime

Commission.
Bryant L. VanBrakle,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 01–16852 Filed 7–3–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6730–01–P

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Ocean Transportation Intermediary
License Revocations

The Federal Maritime Commission
hereby gives notice that the following
Ocean Transportation Intermediary
licenses have been revoked pursuant to
section 19 of the Shipping Act of 1984
(46 U.S.C. app. 1718) and the
regulations of the Commission
pertaining to the licensing of Ocean
Transportation Intermediaries, effective
on the corresponding dates shown
below:
License Number: 4503F
Name: Aimar USA, Inc.
Address: 9111 N.W. 105 Way, Medley,

FL 33178
Date Revoked: May 24, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 10873N
Name: Ameripak Services, Inc.
Address: 7301 N.W. 41 Street, Miami,

FL 33166
Date Revoked: April 22, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 15759N

Name: Ben L. Poblete dba APC World
Freight Services

Address: 1 So. Linden Avenue, Suite 2,
So. Francisco, CA 94080

Date Revoked: April 18, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 14520N
Name: Bulkmatic Transport Company
Address: 2001 North Cline Avenue,

Griffith, IN 46319
Date Revoked: March 26, 2001.
Reason: Surrendered license

voluntarily.
License Number: 4556NF
Name: Cross Trans Service USA, Inc.
Address: 1480 Elmhurst Road, Elk

Grove Village, IL 60007
Date Revoked: May 24, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain valid bonds.
License Number: 14998N
Name: D.S.C.V. Transport, Inc.
Address: 8210 Cinder Bed Road, Suite 7,

Lorton, VA 22079
Date Revoked: May 27, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 6248N
Name: Flagship Container &

Distribution, Inc.
Address: 22029 West Conway Place,

Saugus, CA 91350
Date Revoked: March 31, 2001.
Reason: Surrendered license

voluntarily.
License Number: 15877N
Name: Glory Harbor International Inc.
Address: 1107 E. Chapman Avenue,

Suite 201, Orange, CA 92866
Date Revoked: April 17, 2001
Reason: Surrendered license

voluntarily.
License Number: 16880F
Name: Hanover Navigation Limited
Address: 55 Green Street, San Francisco,

CA 94111
Date Revoked: May 9, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 3483F
Name: Itochu Express (America) Inc.
Address: 335 Madison Avenue, New

York, NY 10017
Date Revoked: May 4, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 8438N
Name: Pacon Express, Inc.
Address: 20620 So. Leapwood Avenue,

Suite K, Carson, CA 90746
Date Revoked: May 24, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 4147F
Name: RMG International, Inc.
Address: 755 Bradfield, Houston, TX

77086
Date Revoked: May 4, 2001.
Reason: Failed to maintain a valid bond.
License Number: 1335F
Name: Royal Sales & Shipping
Address: 915 S. Rimpau Blvd., Los

Angeles, CA 90019
Date Revoked: May 7, 2001.
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